This study analyzed the impacts of state political and economic capacities on the quality of government in 40 Asian countries. Quality of government data for 2002 and 2010 were obtained from four elements of the World Bank Governance Index, and the same or closest year's data for political and economic capacity were collected from other well-known indices. The analysis reveals that economic growth influences four elements in both developed and developing countries, although the effects of economic freedom differ between these two groups of states.
INTRODUCTION
Following the expansion of economic capacity in Asian countries from the latter part of the 20th century, along with demands for democracy, concerns about quality of government have emerged. Some Asian economies, including Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and Turkey experienced miraculous growth before undergoing regime change from the mid-1990s. More recently, a number of Southeast Asian countries, including Indonesia, Malaysia, and Thailand, have embarked on massive programs of economic development, and have also experienced political changes over the last decade. The Chinese and Indian economies are developing remarkably, and this is also the case for Qatar and the United Arab Emirates in the Middle East, while the economies of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in Central Asia are newly developing. The Arab Spring which began in Tunisia in late 2010 has spread through the Middle East. However, there has been little research on the impact of these changing state political and economic capacities, including civil empowerment, democracy, press freedoms, national wealth, economic freedom, and trade openness upon quality of government in Asia, in the sense of whether government is more or less stable, transparent, able to provide effective public services and policies, and enforce the rule of law. This represents a significant oversight when considering the extent of changes that have taken place. The present study aims to address this gap in the literature.
Quality of government is increasingly seen as central to the provision of public goods, rule of law, regulation, and accountability. Since the early work of La Porta et al. (1999) , a number of researchers have attempted to conceptualize and measure the construct, and to reveal its determinants (e.g., Knack, 2001; Treisman, 2002; Adserà et al., 2003; Hanousek and Palda, 2004; Fogel, 2006) . Rothstein and Teorell (2008) made the case that this extant literature has ranged from the very broad on the one hand to the narrow and exclusive on the other. However, their approach, which focused on impartiality of government institutions, did not explicitly address political stability or corruption. The lack of attention given to political stability is also an issue in other studies which have attempted to define the concept (Knack, 2001; Treisman, 2002) . The present study thus includes corruption control and political stability when measuring quality of government, and draws on the World Bank's research on good governance in order to take a statistical approach which utilizes government indicators. Despite the pitfalls of using data from international organizations (Pollitt, 2011) , a statistical approach has the advantage of allowing the effect of state political and economic capacity on quality of government to be measured.
Thus this study compares the quality of government of Asian countries based on four measures (corruption control, government effectiveness, political stability, and rule of law), and examines state political and economic capacities, before analyzing the impact of these capacities on quality of government. In total, 40 countries are examined from across the Asian continent, a full list of which is included in Appendix 1. Data from 2002 or the closest available year were obtained for the dependent variables from the Quality of Government Institute at the University of Gothenburg (Teorell et al., 2012a) 
THEORETICAL APPROACH AND MODEL SPECIFICATION
In order to explore whether increased state political and economic capacities can raise quality of government, this section defines key concepts, reviews the literature on the relation between state political and economic capacities and quality of government, and describes the models and data collection methods. First of all, it is important to clarify the terms state and government. The state is a complex phenomenon which is notoriously difficult to define, not least because the term is used in the definition of other central concepts in the study of politics (Jessop, 2007) . While acknowledging the problematic nature of achieving such a definition, a popular approach has involved emphasizing the state's institutional features, i.e., territory, population, and apparatus (Oppenheimer, 1908; Schmitt, 1928) . Thus, the state has a government, but is more than just its government. Indeed, approaches to the state which emphasize mechanisms of power (Weber, 1948 ) also require taking a wider perspective than that of government, which has been described as the major agent of the state with responsibility for carrying out the day-to-day business of the state (Laski, 1935) .
Quality of Government
Quality of government has been defined in various ways, ranging from narrow to broad. At the narrower end of the spectrum, La Porta et al. (1999: 223) define the term as the extent to which government is 'good for economic development'. Other researchers have used the term to refer to the degree to which the executive branch of government is accountable, effective, empowering, transparent, and stable (Rothstein, 2003) . Focusing on the executive branch has the limitation that it ignores wider government institutions such as the legislative and judicial branches. On the other hand, broader approaches may refer to the state more generally, and thus include state capacities. For example, Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) are interested in the degree to which a state is democratic, invulnerable, affluent, inclusive, and legitimate. Rothstein and Teorell (2008: 165) found the middle ground between the narrow and broad with their definition of the term as 'the impartiality of institutions that exercise government authority' and focus on three aspects: democracy, rule of law, and efficiency/effectiveness. However, their definition did not recognize political stability, nor was checking corruption explicitly identified.
Similarly, political stability was not recognized in the work of Knack (2001) , which evaluated quality of government in terms of corruption, bureaucratic quality, and rule of law, nor that of Treisman (2002) which assessed it based on perceived corruption and the effectiveness of public good provision in health care, education, and infrastructure.
As can be seen from the above discussion, it is important to achieve a balance between the broad and narrow, and to include political stability and corruption control, but to also make a distinction between quality of government and state economic and political capacities (i.e., the tools which government uses to improve). We therefore define quality of government as the extent to which government provides effective public services and policies, is politically stable and free from corruption, and able to enforce the rule of law. This is a definition which focuses on the products or outcomes of government. Although government has some control over its political and economic capacities, to some extent these are the inputs which government can work with. More specifically, we suggest that a number of World Bank Governance Indicators (WBGI) can be used to measure the quality of government. Though governance has been taken to mean everything and anything (Rhodes, 2000) , including market based approaches to government (Kettl, 1993) , the move to the hollow state (Milward and Provan, 2000) , and the reinvention of government through new public management (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992) , the World Bank uses the term as follows: 'Governance consists of the traditions and institutions by which authority in a country is exercised' (World Bank, n.d.).
The World Bank's interest in good governance is not new. The concept was first used by the former president Barber Conable to refer to a 'public service that is efficient, a judicial system that is reliable, and an administration that is accountable to its public' (World bank, 1989: xii) . Although initially reluctant to use the good adjective (Frischtak, 1994) , the organization's use of the term increased in the context of the focus on government performance in the development process. In particular, four of the World Bank's governance values, usually associated with good governance can be used to enrich our definition of quality of government 4 .
Corruption control reflects the extent to which public power is controlled not to be exercised for private gains. Government effectiveness refers to the quality of public services, the expertise of the civil service and its independence from political pressure, the competence of policy decision making and implementation, and the credibility of government commitment to policies.
Political stability means the improbability that the government will be overthrown or delegitimized by unconstitutional means. Rule of law is the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, particularly in terms of contract enforcement, property rights, and crime and violence.
State Capacity
It is important to clarify what is meant by state capacity, particularly as the term has been used interchangeably with quality of government by some researchers (Charron and Lapuente, 2009 ). We use state capacity to describe the extent to which states have the ability to pursue their autonomous interests (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985; Skocpol, 1985) . State capacity can be seen to have multiple dimensions, such as institutional, technical, administrative, and political capacities (Grindle et al., 2010) . Economic capacity can be added to this list, not least because finance is a key resource and any state without sufficient funds will struggle to achieve its aims. While state capacity clearly refers to a broad range of factors, this study will focus on political and economic capacities in order to test the relationship with quality of government which, as discussed above, includes a number of institutional, technical, and administrative aspects.
Political Capacity
Following Grindle et al., we use the term political capacity to refer to 'the ability of states to respond to societal demands, allow for channels to represent societal interests, and incorporate societal participation in decision making ' (2010: 10) . Political capacity is clearly multidimensional and is concerned with democracy in the form of civil liberties, political rights, press freedom, and citizen empowerment (c.f. Lijphart, 1999; Przeworski et al., 2000; Vanhanen, 2000 Vanhanen, , 2003 Hadenius and Teorell, 2005) . Civil liberties include freedom of belief, expression, and association as well as personal autonomy; political rights are the extent to which people can participate freely in the political process, including by voting, competing for public office, affiliating with political institutions, and electing representatives who are accountable to them; press freedom can be assessed in terms of laws and regulations, political pressures and controls, economic influences, and repressive actions; citizen empowerment is a complex mix of freedom of speech, workers' rights, and political participation.
Economic Capacity
We use the term economic capacity to refer to the ability of the state to manage its economic performance and facilitate an environment which is conducive to the business and financial transactions of corporations and citizens. Though this capacity may be seen as an end in itself, it may also be viewed as an intermediate end which facilitates state efforts to reduce corruption or improve government effectiveness (La Porta et al., 1999) . More specifically, both economic growth, usually measured in terms of gross domestic product per capita (GDPC), and trade openness (i.e., the volume of international trade assessed as a ratio of total trade to GDP) can be associated with economic capacity to improve government (Knack, 2001; Adsera et al., 2003; Holmberg et al., 2009; Charron and Lapuente, 2010) . Economic liberty, assessed in terms of institutional arrangements and policies, size of government, legal structure of property rights, access to sound money, freedom of trade, regulation of credit, and labor and business (Gwartney and Lawson, 2006 cited in Teorell et al., 2012b: 32) , may also be associated with economic capacity to improve government (Goel and Nelson, 2005) , although its two-sided effects have been discussed (Chang, 1999 (Chang, , 2000 Henderson, 1999; Weiss, 2000) .
The Relationship between State Capacity and Quality of Government
Quality of government, economic development and the transition to democracy have become key themes across a range of countries, and state autonomy is key to understanding the connection between these concepts. States have autonomy in the sense that they independently formulate goals which are not always identical to priorities of groups within society (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985; Skocpol, 1985) . Whether or not states are able to achieve these goals depends upon their capacities: state political and economic capacities, as outlined above, can directly impact the ability of states to meet their goals, and thus the quality of government.
The literature on the developmental state in Asia has been particularly interested in the state's role in economic development. However, there have been debates about the nature of this involvement, and more specifically, the level of state autonomy displayed. While a degree of state capacity is required to manage the economy, the role of the market is subject to different levels of emphasis. There are researchers who claim that market conforming methods of state intervention predominate, with their extensive reliance on public corporations and public investment in the market (Johnson, 1999) , while others point to the importance of market augmenting methods which involve more state control and intervention (Amsden, 1989) . Others still have seen this as a shifting relationship in which the state role, though based on alliances and cooperation from the beginning, is gradually reduced as large businesses become more independent (Kim, 1997) .
Although there is a neo-liberal literature which perceives state transformation as retreat (Dunleavy and Hood, 1994; Dunleavy and O'Leary, 1987; Osborne and McLaughlin, 2002) , there are significant bodies of research which are concerned with the ways in which improved state capacity may promote sustained development, and which suggest that 'high stateness' may even be advantageous in a competitive global economy (Evans, 1997: 67-68 ). States with a high level of economic liberty still require the capacity to maintain their institutional arrangements and policies, and respond to changes in the regional and global economy. The effects of a lack of state capacity in this area can be extremely damaging. For example, the Asian financial crisis of the late 1990s has been associated both with a lack of state capacity to manage the economy and cronyism (Henderson, 1999; Stiglitz, 2003) . It is important to note that it can be more difficult for developing countries to manage economic liberalization, however, due to the disadvantages which they may face in the market as their nascent industries grow (Chang, 2000; Wade, 2010) .
Increased national wealth should improve the state's capacity to achieve its goals, as the formulation and implementation of policies, provision of services, and functioning of bureaucracies all benefit from the availability of economic resources (La Porta et al., 1999) .
However, there may be significant differences in the ways in which governments attempt to utilize their resources and the strategies which they use in order to achieve their goals. The comparative literature on economic development has highlighted the importance of state intervention in industrial policy and emphasized that rapid growth in East Asia should not be attributed to liberalized economies (Deyo, 1987; Amsden, 1989) . Indeed, economic liberalization came later when it could be of more benefit to the state and its economic goals.
This process varies depending on the context of the given country, including its place in the world economy and level of development, among other factors (Hamilton and Kim, 1993) . We expect to find that higher levels of national economic performance in the form of GDPC and trade openness lead to better quality of government (Adsera et al., 2003; Holmberg et al., 2009 ), but that this relationship might not be so straightforward when it comes to economic liberty, where we expect developed countries to reap more benefits.
Turning to the state political capacity, in principle, higher levels of democracy should lead to improved quality of government, as democratic channels allow for information to be fed back to government about the wants and needs of the citizenry and thus government can begin to be more effective in meeting these. Optimists have argued that democracy spurs development as it aids the potential for increased government accountability and efficiency, and may help to create a more market-oriented environment (White, 1995) . There is some empirical support for this position. For example, the findings of La Porta et al. (1999) reveal political conditions (measured by ethnic heterogeneity and the legal system) to have a positive effect on quality of government.
It is important to note that state capacity's relationship with quality of government is not straightforward. While Bäck and Hadenius (2008) found a link between high levels of democracy and 'administrative capacity', they also found countries with low levels of democracy to perform worse than authoritarian regimes as democracies could steer from below and authoritarian states from above, states with low levels of democracy could be caught between the two. Others have found the relationship to be indirect; the impact of democracy on quality of government was analyzed by Charron and Lapuente (2010) , who found democracy to be important in creating demand for quality of government when citizens prioritize mid-tolong-term investments over short-term needs. They suggest that this is a function of economic development. Based on the findings of previous studies, we expect to find that political capacity influences quality of government positively in developed economies, but that the results are less clear in their lesser developed counterparts.
Model Specification and Data Collection Dependent Variables: Quality of Government
This study measured quality of government based on four elements of the World Bank Governance Index (WBGI):
1. Corruption control (CCE) gauges perceptions of corruption, from the frequency of 'additional payments to get things done' to the effects of corruption on business and 'grand corruption' in the political arena or the tendency of elites to engage in state capture.
2. Government effectiveness (GEE) includes public good provision, the competence and quality of the bureaucracy, the independence of the civil service from political pressures, and the credibility of government commitment to policies.
3. Political stability (PSE) assesses perceptions of the likelihood that the government in power will be destabilized by unconstitutional or violent means.
4. Rule of law (RLE) measures perceptions of the incidence of crime, the effectiveness and predictability of the judiciary, and the enforceability of contracts, as well as the extent to which a society forms fair and predictable rules such as property rights.
These elements incorporate several hundred variables, and scores are calculated using data from a wide range of organizations. They are normally distributed with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 in each year of measurement. This suggests that most of the scores lie between −2.5 and 2.5, with higher scores corresponding to better outcomes (Teorell et al., 2012b: 28-29) .
Independent Variables: State Capacity
As discussed above, state capacity can be considered to have political and economic aspects.
Political capacity was measured for this study based on the following indices:
• The Empowerment Index (EMPINX) of the CIRI (Cingranelli-Richards) Human Rights
Dataset is an additive index based on seven rights: foreign movement, domestic movement, freedom of speech, workers' rights, freedom of assembly and association, electoral self-determination, and freedom of religion. Ranking ranges from 0 (least democratic) to 14 (most democratic). Until 2006 it used only five indicators: freedom of movement, freedom of speech, workers' rights, political participation, and freedom of religion, and ranking ranged from 0 to 10 (Cingranelli and Richards, 2011) . To enable comparisons between the 2002 and 2012 datasets for this study, the scale of the new EMPINX was proportionately converted to a ten point scale.
• The Democracy Index (DI), from Freedom House, measures both civil liberties (freedom of expression and belief, associational and organizational rights, and personal autonomy without interference from the state) and political rights (the ability of people to vote freely in legitimate elections, compete for public office, join political organizations, and elect representatives). Countries whose average ratings for political rights and civil liberties fall between 1.0 and 2.5 are designated free, those with ratings between 3.0 and 5.0 partly free, and those with ratings between 5.5 and 7.0 not free.
• The Press Freedom Index (PFI), published by Freedom House, ranges from 0 (most free) to 100 (least free), based on three components: laws and regulations, political pressures and controls, and economic influences.
Economic capacity was measured based on the following three indices, which measure economic liberty, trade openness, and economic growth respectively:
• The Economic Freedom Index (EFI), from the Heritage Foundation, uses 10 broad indicators: business freedom, trade freedom, fiscal freedom, freedom from government, monetary freedom, investment freedom, financial freedom, property rights, freedom from corruption, and labor freedom. Ranking ranges from 0 to 100, with a higher score representing more economic freedom.
• The Trade Openness indicator (OPENK) of the Penn World • GDP per capita (GDPC), from the World Bank's World Development Index, is adjusted by purchasing power parity, where GDP is converted to constant 2005 international dollars (an international dollar has the same purchasing power over GDP as a US dollar has in the United States) using purchasing power parity rates.
Due to the differences between developed and developing countries, the SPSS multiple pooled-regression results are presented not only at an aggregate level for all 40 countries, but are also divided according to developed and developing economies. A 2011 GDPC of $5,000
was used as the cut-off point, which is equivalent to 33.68% of the mean GDPC for the 40 countries. This resulted in two categories of 20 countries 5 .
IN ASIAN COUNTRIES Recent Political and Economic Changes
As democracy is consolidated, the political capacity of countries seems to increase. With (Caiden and Kim, 1999; Weiss, 2000) . Many argue that this resulted from market-friendly policies, selective intervention to promote export growth and import substitution, professional and meritocratic bureaucracies, cooperation of government with business, high levels of human capital, efficient resource allocation, and reliance on public corporations, in line with principles of shared growth and economic nationalism (World Bank, 1993; Johnson, 1999; Woo-Cumings, 1999) . Accordingly, industrial policy seemed to be compatible with market forces, transformative goals and institutions were aimed at upgrading the industrial economy, and revolutionary authority came from the state's achievements.
Economic capacity has also grown in the other countries over the last two decades. China has experienced economic growth since the market reforms of the early 1990s, and India has witnessed remarkable growth despite economic downturns across the continent. Malaysia, Kyrgystan, however, were quick to introduce reforms for privatization and liberalization in the early 1990s. In the case of the latter country, this has been influenced by the openness of the leadership to the ideas of Western market economies.
However the relationship of liberalization with growth has been debated. For example, it has been argued that weak regulation of capital flows, most notably in Indonesia, South Korea, and Thailand not only destroyed the conditions for growth, but also undermined the very basis of their economies, leading to the Asian financial crisis (Chang, 2000; Weiss, 2000) . Following the crisis, calls were made for a new financial architecture and limits to be placed on financial liberalization (Stiglitz, 2003) . More generally, in the context of the global economic crisis, which began in 2008, Wade (2010) has emphasized that liberalizing markets is not necessary for economic growth over the long term in low-income countries.
Increases in State Capacity

Political Capacity
Political capacity seemed to improve slightly in the 40 countries between 2002 and 2012.
The average EMPINX score rose slightly from 3.52 in 2002 to 3.57 in 2010 at the same time as variation in scores between the countries decreased from a standard deviation of 3.35 to one of 2.33. As highlighted in Appendix 1, the highest scores for 2002 were awarded to Japan and Mongolia (10.0), followed by Israel and the Philippines (9.0). In 2010 Japan (9.29) and
Mongolia were joined at the top of the Bahrain. In 2011 they were Qatar, Singapore, Kuwait, Brunei, the United Arab Emirates, Japan, and South Korea. All of these reflect improvements in economic capacity across the continent. Deviation from the mean differed among the four indicators. In both 2002 and 2010, it was large for PSE but small for RLE. CCE and GEE fell between these two extremes. Generally, in both years, quality of government tended to be higher in countries where a certain level of economic capacity has been reached: Brunei, Israel, Japan, Malaysia, Qatar, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan, and the United Arab Emirates.
THE EFFECTS OF POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC CAPACITY ON QUALITY OF GOVERNMENT IN ASIAN COUNTRIES Empirical Results
The Effects of State Capacity on Quality of Government
The effects of political and economic capacities on quality of government were analyzed using four dependent variables. Each dependent variable was regressed to the six independent variables, and the results are displayed in table 2. The explanatory power of the results are good, although political stability is lower than the others (R 2 = .461). As such, caution is needed when interpreting the results for this variable. The Durbin Watson statistics are close to 2 for all variables, suggesting that auto-correlation is not an issue.
Corruption Control: Each of the three economic capacity variables had a statistically significant, positive effect on corruption control; EFI had the biggest effect (.022), whereas none of the political capacity variables had a statistically significant effect.
Government Effectiveness: DI (−.226), which is inversely measured, had a statistically significant negative effect on GEE. This means that as the degree of democracy increases, government effectiveness may also rise. However, unexpectedly EMPINX (−.068) had a negative, albeit relatively smaller impact on GEE. In addition, the three economic capacity variables (EFI, OPENK, and GDPC) also had a positive effect.
Political Stability: Two economic capacity variables (OPENK and GDPC) had a positive effect on political stability, whereas none of the political capacity variables had a statistically significant effect.
Rule of Law:
The economic capacity variables of EFI and GDPC had a positive effect on rule of law, while none of the political capacity variables had a statistically significant effect.
[Insert table 2 about here.]
To sum up, when considering the aggregate results across the 40 countries, economic capacity variables were found to have a significant effect on four governance indices, while political capacity variables only had a statistically significant impact on one variable (GEE). It is worth noting, however, that the effect of the political capacity variable (DI) was strongest.
Still, analyzing the aggregate results does not allow us to distinguish whether the effects of the independent variables on quality of government differ according to the level of economic development. As such, the next step was to divide the countries into two groups, developed and developing economies, in terms of GDPC.
Differences in the Effects on Developed and Developing Economies
A line can be drawn between the effects of state capacity variables on quality of government in developed and developing countries. As highlighted in table 3, political variables have a statistically significant impact on four dependent variables in the developed countries and in two in the developing countries, whereas economic variables influence four dependent variables in both the developed and developing countries. It could be inferred from these results that economic capacity leads to improvements in the quality of government, but that political democracy also leads to improvements and these effects differ depending on the degree of economic growth that has been achieved.
developed and developing countries. In the developed countries, PFI (−.022) has a statistically significant effect, as do EFI (.029) and GDPC (.459) (As unstandardized coefficients of the GDPC variable are too small in value to explain the relationships clearly, standardized coefficients, which are underlined, are presented hereafter). By comparison, in the developing countries, GDPC (.698) is the only variable with a statistically significant effect. This might imply that economic capacity has a positive effect on corruption control in both categories, whereas political democracy has a positive impact on it once countries have achieved a certain degree of economic growth.
Government Effectiveness: There is also a clear difference regarding effects upon GEE between developed and developing countries. In the developed countries, DI (−.250), EFI (.032), and GDPC (.263) significantly affect it, while in the developing countries, only GDPC (.677) significantly affects it. This implies that, in the developed countries both political and economic capacity have a positive impact on GEE, but in the developing countries only economic capacity has a positive impact.
Political Stability:
The line between the two groups of countries is less distinct for PSE. In the developed countries, GDPC (.393) and DI (.451) have a significant impact, although the effects of the latter are inverse. In the developing countries, EMPINX, OPENK, and GDPC (.241, .009, and .631) affect it positively, but EFI (−.067) inversely. These results show that economic growth positively affects political stability in both groups, but that economic liberty has a negative effect in the developing countries. Increased political capacity reduced political stability in the developed countries, while civil empowerment had a positive effect in the lesser developed countries. However, these results need to be interpreted with caution, as the goodness-of-fit of these two models is somewhat lower than in the others (R 2 = .482 and .489).
Rule of Law:
There are clear differences between developed and developing countries in terms of the effects upon RLE. In the developed countries, PFI (−.019), EFI (.034), and GDPC (.265) all have significant effects, while in the developing countries, EMPINX (.108) and GDPC (.649) are significant influences. These results imply that state political capacity may affect the rule of law in both developed and developing countries, albeit through different variables. Economic capacity can be seen to have a more straightforward positive affect upon RLE in both development categories.
[Insert table 3 about here.]
Implications of the Results
Although state capacity in Asia varies to a great extent from country to country, the results indicate that economic capacity affects quality of government in both developed and developing countries, while the influence of political capacity can be felt more after a degree of economic development is attained. Among the economic capacity variables, EFI had a positive effect on three of the quality of government variables (corruption control, government effectiveness, and rule of law). However, in developing countries, the effects were negative. This finding can be interpreted as reinforcing the argument that economic liberalization can have negative consequences if undertaken too soon in a nation's development (Chang, 1999) . The results for GDPC are more straightforward to interpret, and support the findings of Knack (2001) The results also suggest that political capacity influences quality of government, particularly once a certain degree of economic capacity is achieved. The Democracy Index had the most impact out of the political variables, particularly in developed countries. The results reveal that a reduction in democracy is bad for government effectiveness, but may enhance political stability, in the short term at least. While a degree of caution is needed, there is some similarity with Bäck and Hadenius' (2008) finding that administrative capacity can be maintained to some extent by control from above. The findings thus indicate that the quality of government variables do not always respond in a uniform manner to the independent variables.
Significantly, these effects have not been considered in the literature, due to overlapping definitions of state capacity and quality of government, and the exclusion of political stability from measures of quality of government.
Interestingly, the negative impact of EMPINX upon government effectiveness suggests that there is not a straightforward relationship between civil empowerment and the quality of public services and the bureaucracy. The positive impact upon political stability and rule of law in developing countries is notable, however, and indicates that there are quality of government benefits for increased political capacity even before economic capacity has been consolidated.
Thus, political capacity is not something which should be pursued only after a degree of economic development. Rather, it can be pursued concurrently, and there are benefits for those countries which do so. As the effects of press freedom were most strongly felt by developed economies on corruption and rule of law, this indicates that press efforts to root out corruption and report crime are more likely to be successful after a degree of economic development has been achieved.
The results have clearly shown political and economic capacity to impact upon quality of government in different ways according to the level of economic development. This does not mean that political capacity is less important in developing countries or that economic capacity is less important in developed countries. Rather, it suggests that, once economic capacity reaches a certain level, political capacity takes on a new significance in relation to quality of government. The results thus share some similarities with those of La Porta et al. (1999) and Charron and Lapuente (2010) in the sense that political capacity can promote improved quality of government when building upon solid state economic capacity. More generally, the results point to the benefits of improved state capacity for sustained development in Asia (Evans, 1997) .
Although democracy has only begun to be consolidated in the region relatively recently, it can prompt improvements in the quality of government, as can increased economic capacity.
CONCLUSIONS
This study has attempted to address two main issues in the quality of government literature, firstly, it has sought to contribute to discussions over the conceptualization and measurement of quality of government, and secondly, it has attempted to fill a gap in the quality of government literature by analyzing Asia, an area which has been subject to enormous changes in recent decades. In doing so, we have approached quality of government from an outputs perspective in order to test the effects of state political and economic capacities on corruption control, government effectiveness, political stability, and rule of law. Our findings therefore have implications which go beyond narrow economic efficiency approaches to quality of government, particularly as we have also considered corruption control and political stability factors, which have been excluded from some studies. Thus, this study has theoretical implications which go beyond the boundaries of the Asian continent.
The results confirm that economic capacity influences quality of government in Asian countries, but also that political capacity can have a positive impact. The effects of state capacities differ, however, depending on the level of economic development. In the developing countries, economic capacity had a significant impact on all four of the quality-of-government indices, whereas political capacity had a significant influence upon only political stability and rule of law. In comparison, the impact of political factors on quality of government is greater 
